Th is contribution will analyse a special form of public, the public of experts. We will focus on international music competitions and their evaluation procedures. Indeed, musicians have to accumulate a number of signifi cant prizes in international music competitions to gain recognition and visibility and to enter the soloists' musical market. Musicians have to go through a certain number of selection processes to be able to play in big venues, in front of a large audience. Th eir access to the public is therefore subjected to examination by a jury, whose selection criteria will be investigated in this paper.
on others is unpredictable. In this contribution, we will focus on the second form -situational uncertainty. 1 At first, we shall describe the evaluation procedures of an international classical music competition. Deliberations transpire behind closed doors, and there is no written transcript of the discussions involving the competition's director and the jury. Because the judgment criteria are not clearly explained to the candidates, they are not aware of what is expected from them. With regard to the evaluation, there is no distinction between artistic and technical abilities, as is the case with ice dancing (Ramonich/Collinet 2010) . Even though it seems impossible to measure ice dancers' performance with the objectivity of other sports (e. g. athletics or swimming), judges dispose of a code allowing them to allocate points according to the number and difficulty of figures each candidate performs. Therefore the technical grade results from the application of an evaluation table tending toward objectivity. The artistic grade, even though it is based on explicit criteria (balance of the programme, style, space utilisation, etc.), allows for larger consideration of ›personal‹ criteria (ibid.: 13), admitting a certain degree of freedom under which each juror may formulate his or her appreciation. In music competitions, on the other hand, each juror may evaluate the candidates using overall scores, a simple ›yes or no‹ system dictating whether a given candidate proceeds to the next round, or a ranking system that classifies the candidates according to their abilities. Generally, regulations forbid discussion between members, 2 and each juror is expected to make his or her own decision without the influence of others. Under this model, jurors score each candidate, completing their evaluation forms, and the competition's director then collects the forms and submits them to a program that calculates each candidate's average mark. Jurors are not officially permitted to consult and 1 This contribution will analyse a special form of public, the public of experts. We will focus on international music competitions and their evaluation procedures. Indeed, musicians have to accumulate a number of significant prizes in international music competitions to gain recognition and visibility and to enter the soloists' musical market. Musicians have to go through a certain number of selection processes to be able to play in big venues, in front of a large audience. Their access to the public is therefore subjected to examination by a jury, whose selection criteria will be investigated in this paper. 2 In this contribution, the analyzed competition's first prize stands as a rare exception. The jury classifies the three finalists according to its preferences. The competition's director then gives the result of the ranking and asks if the first person of the ranking deserves a first prize. Every jury member has to give his or her opinion. After the discussion, a voting is organized: ›yes‹ or ›no‹ to the candidate's reception of a first prize. It should be noted that for the other rounds of this competition, and for all rounds of every other competition, discussion is not allowed. We will return to this example later on in this submission.
compare each other's judgments during the evaluation process, although this does not necessarily mean they do not discuss them elsewhere. This raises questions about authenticity -more specifically, the evaluation's authenticity -which is a basic expectation in the music community. To the best of our knowledge, when discussion arises between jurors, it takes place outside of the deliberation room -at the hotel, during a break, etc. Points awarded to candidates are kept secret in most competitions, and this lack of transparency is the most widely-cited critique made of international music competitions. 3 The field observer found herself in largely the same situation as the candidates. Her access to the jury's deliberations was similarly disallowed, and she did not interview any jurors. Although she was not subject to evaluation, her question is the same as the candidates': What are the selection criteria? This presentation is the result of material qualifying as ›indirect evidence‹: the preliminary results presented here could be revised, for example, after future interviews with jury members. The difficulty in accessing jury deliberations that we experienced is not specific to our field cases, and was also observed in other research pursuits on the subject of international music competition (McCormick 2008; Wagner 2006) . In fact, no researcher has ever been allowed to access a jury's deliberation room in this context. To the candidate and to the researcher, the jury appears to be a ›black box‹ whose internal functioning is opaque.
The competitions we have observed 4 have been chosen according to their history, size and importance in the classical music market. All of the observed competitions are members of the World Federation of International Music Competitions (WFIMC) and are often described as the more famous competitions in the world. One competition was analysed more specifically because the field observer has been working in this institution and her access to sources was made easier. Even though she was not able to access the deliberation rooms, the evaluation procedures were explained to her by some of the persons involved. This information is completed by candidate's interviews.
3 In 2008, prize-winners started a petition for more transparency in music competitions.
This petition, which more than 500 people signed, entreated international music competitions to publish all jury votes at the end of each competition. 4 Six international competitions have been observed in our research. The World Federation today counts 122 competition members, representing the largest and most famous competitions. A recent survey noted 750 piano competitions, and organizers of competitions estimate to 1500 the number of international music competitions all over the world. The period of observation stretched from 2009 to 2011.
Who are the experts?
In her article about food critics, Estelle Bonnet defines expertise in the following way: »Expertise is generally defined according to the following model: It responds to a situational problem that is resolved with the aid of a specialist's knowledge and an accompanying recommendation given to a principal to facilitate decision-making. In fact, the expert is recognized as a professional who maintains a credible reputation and vast repertoire of knowledge. Expertise, which requires thorough professionalization, consists of a series of judgments, incorporating a whole line of arguments and reflections« (Bonnet 2004: 135) .
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We shall now examine how expertise in the context of music competitions is similar to or diverges from this ideal-typical definition. With regard to the jurors requested at these music competitions, who are they and what are their qualifications? How were they selected and what is their relation to the principal? Finally, what judgments are they expected to make?
Before proceeding, it should be emphasized that there are no formal criteria for sitting in a jury, and no diploma is required. However, a certain degree of competence must be recognized by the musical community. This competence may pertain solely to the musical field, as is the case with international soloists, 6 wellknown musicians, composers, and professors who attract candidates by promoting the competition among their students. However, juror recognition may arise from other fields within the musical domain. In such cases, those recognized do not sit on the jury purely to provide musical know-how. Rather, they are familiar with the music market's expectations and are therefore able to present an opinion concerning the laureate's career potential in the music industry. These people may be opera managers for singing competitions, talent agents, festival managers, or radio commentators. There seems to be a variety of different qualifications, and the WFIMC is in the process of determining criteria for jury selection in order to establish whether a competition is admissible. To be considered admissible, each competition's jury must be comprised of international and varied personalities. It should also be noted that the jurors are males in most cases. However, the most important selection issue is that of eliminating the possibility of a coalition between jury members. Jurors are often chosen based on heterogeneous criteria to avoid 5 All French excerpts in this text have been translated into English by the authors. 6 Often these soloists are former competitors who received a prize in the competition where they then sit in the jury. 7 It is therefore inconceivable that the Federation would condone a jury formed only of opera managers, for example, as is the case for the Operalia competition, which takes place every year in a different city in the world.
the selection of two persons who are likely to have common candidate preferences based on nationality or educational background. The competition's artistic committee selects the jury members. This committee is composed of the musical community members of the city in which the competition is being held, notably the conservatory managers and municipal cultural delegates, etc. Although the artistic committee gives the jury a mandate, only the jury has the authority to make decisions. The jury regulations stipulate these judgments as irrevocable.
We shall now compare the types of judgments that international music competition juries produce to those rendered in other contexts, such as beauty contests (Monjaret/ Tamarozzi 
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What are the evaluation criteria?
Evaluation criteria clash with the concept of ›authenticity‹, a cardinal value in the musical community. The concept of authenticity concerns the candidates, who execute self-presentation tactics in interviews, yet adhere to a shared standard. It also applies to the jury's remarks and proceedings as well as to the discourse of competition organisers and media critics. We were unable to find a counter-argument to this authenticity principle. Pierre-Emmanuel Sorignet observes the same unwillingness to discuss selection criteria in the context of contemporary dance auditions, noting: »We assume that this issue stems from a reluctance to explicitly define rigid social categories in order to preserve an ›artistic‹ subjectivity that allows the choreographer to ›elect‹ the dancer. In the most recent discourse, choreographers have likened to the idea of the ›coup de foudre‹ (love at first sight), which is hardly justifiable« (Sorignet 2010: 85) . In accordance with this observation, we believe that the international classical music competition considers its evaluation process an election rather than a selection. Given this premise, we shall examine the philosophy of this competition organiser:
»In international competitions, we transcend technique, with the exception of singing, which is its own domain. We truly have transcended technique, and thank god, because otherwise it would be a little bit boring. We talk about music, musical interpretation, and personal qualities, all of which jury members consider extensively.« (Competition director 1)
By emphasizing the high level of competition and the calibre of the candidates, he makes a contrasting observation about the jury:
»In fact, they were very disappointed. They found that the average level of the candidates was higher than in the past. Even the candidates eliminated in the first round performed, at least technically, very well. This impressed them, because some competitors performed feats the jurors did not even know were possible; ›I would no longer be capable of performing at this level‹, they said…. They greatly admire this. Then there is the music, which was very disappointing. At this average artistic level, the performers do stereotypical things, they all do the same things, they play the same records and try to copy what has been done before because they have listened to our records…. This is not what we wanted…. We wanted someone who would blow us away, someone who would make us jealous…, and this is not what we had.« (Competition director 1)
These interview excerpts emphasize the artist's rarity and singularity by underlining the dichotomy between technician and musician. Although every candidate is likely to have a very high technical level, due to the criteria on which they were initially selected, it is very rare to encounter a ›real artist‹. This is so rare that even during the final rounds of international competitions, the performances rest at a purely technical level, as if these technical criteria were criteria by default. Even the music sociologist Alfred Willener notes that »[a]t one point, one passes from the level of pure musical technique, principally taught by professors who prepare the future professional instrumentalist to pass exams, competitions, and auditions, to a level often perceived as mysterious, or even magical, which is considered art itself.
[Now] everything happens as if there were a threshold that only a rare minority could transcend: the one that separates the instrumentalist's craft and the interpreter's art« (Willener 1997: 200 2005: 426) . With respect to the selection of the Miss, her bodily aspect is first examined in great detail: hair, face, breasts, hips, legs. Everything is measured, but the jury also assesses her physical appearance: her elegance, attire, make-up, accessories, and body language. Candidates admitted to the competition tend to share similar attributes that place them in the elected group. Consequently, it is important both to »belong to the group and to distance oneself from the group.
[…] The different election sequences lead candidates to a progressive unveiling, to the declination of her identity« (ibid.: 433). Judges oscillate between »subjective and objective, between the norm and the exception, going from the measurable to the immeasurable « (ibid.: 433). This singularity also prevails as a norm in international classical music competition; that is, successful candidates have something more than the rest of the group previously selected according to certain explicit criteria and shared attributes. In beauty competitions, moral qualities, as developed on registration forms, are added to the aesthetic ones (e. g., education, knowledge of foreign languages, training in progress, profession, hobbies, passions, etc.). All of these criteria remain in the measurable domain. Behind the body and its visible perfection, the jurors are in fact looking for the candidate's ›soul‹, which must not only be beautiful, but also cultivated, keen but discreet, pleasant but reserved: an ›upstanding woman‹ (ibid.: 435). However, in the end, it is »the lightness of the being which comes out, as well as something indefinable that seduces the jury and provokes a stir. It is the personality that emanates from the person. Her stage presence, her expression, the sound of her voice, a little nothing that gives a glimpse of her personality, or a peek at her temperament« (ibid.: 438). There is a shift from measurable to the immeasurable resulting from subjective comparisons of the candidates. This same opposition between objectivity and subjectivity exists in the case of food critiques, as Estelle Bonnet has highlighted (2004). Here, the expression of the critic's subjectivity is only possible after an implicit search for objectivity through the establishment of judgment criteria and a scoring system that ranks the most important sections of the evaluation. After this judgment's rationalisation, the taste judgment may include a subjective element, especially as concerns evaluation of the reception, the service, or the dish's gustative qualities. Indeed, »evaluation remains in part a matter of emotions and affectivity, especially when it refers to a competence, a know-how, or an interaction« (ibid.: 144). Although experts attempt to objectivize everything that can be objectivized, personal criteria -that is, less objectifiable standards -are ultimately decisive in judging persons with similar measurable characteristics. This also seems to occur in musical competitions, where there is a shift between the first selection, which uses technical criteria (essential for admission to the competition and at every subsequent level), and later judgments, which introduce a search for ›authentic personality‹, performance musicality, or a ›singular soul‹, as may be the case in beauty competitions. Qualities such as virtuosity, instrumental and musical technique, and the ability to play without errors fall into the domain of technique, 8 and, unlike beauty competitions, are not necessarily stable and can change from one performance to the other. Therefore, a candidate who passes an initial round may suddenly fail the next one on the basis of technical criteria, due either to insufficient practice or the pressure of competition.
9 Such performance instability may also occur in the semi-finals, and even in the finals, as the following quote shows:
»The big surprise was the girl who everyone saw already in the final because she was really good. However -and she knows it -she got it completely wrong. Because she didn't work enough, she wasn't ready, and she got it completely wrong during the semi-finals. So they were all sad in the jury because they thought that she was obviously the best musician on the panel; she was the one who would have deserved a first prize. If she had been on the top, she would have won a first prize. Later we had all the explanations. She didn't have time to prepare as she had wanted to. You cannot do everything at once; this is a little bit the moral of the story. She is maybe the most interesting oboist at the moment, and she is a girl; it would have been really good, a pretty girl… she's someone who can achieve something. But at the same time, the year she should have been preparing for the competition, she was admitted in an important orchestra and it was a year on trial. She had to prepare 50 different repertoires. With the stress of her colleagues judging her, she didn't have time to prepare herself for the competition. So she came with a repertoire she knew well until the semi-finals, but in the semi-finals things were a little bit different. She wasn't ready, her playing was fair, and she had blackouts. After that she was crying, well yes she was crying, I understand, it is sad, it is terrible. At the same time, the jury would have discredited itself if it had let her pass…« (Competition director 1) 8 Willener (1997: 301-303) distinguishes instrumental technique, musical technique, stage acting technique, and musical interpretation. He defines instrumental technique, for example, as the ability to obtain different sound qualities, the mastery the tessitura of the instrument, the precision of the notes, etc. Concerning musical technique, he insists on the dynamic effects' balance; for example, a well-calculated, prepared, and measured crescendo. The stage entrance, final pre-performance preparations, and stage presence are included under stage acting technique. Finally, interpretation is not itself a technique, but rather, the three techniques participate in the interpretation. 9 This instability is linked to performance uncertainty, already discussed on other occasions (Odoni 2012) .
In this case, the jury provided an evaluation based on technical criteria, as a candidate without the expected technical proficiency is not allowed to win the competition. The technical criteria became eliminatory, although we thought that this question had been resolved in earlier rounds. This being said, do these music competitions reveal a shift from objectivity to subjectivity? Ultimately, preferences of interpretation will make the difference at the final stage, or even in the semi-finals, but only if technical proficiency remains consistent among all candidates. The repertoire and the type of the trial corroborate this shift; the imposed repertoire is rather virtuoso in the first rounds and then free in the semi-finals. Technical criteria such as virtuosity, technical mastery, respect of the text, and the ability to play without errors are expected during the elimination process. Then, at a later stage of the interaction 10 developed between the jury and the candidates, other characteristics are expected. These features are a matter of personality and musicality, and are tied to emotion. When analysing the recruitment auditions of contemporary dancers, Sorignet (2010: 92) also observed this individualisation process, during which choreographers attach increasing importance »to the behaviour, to the voice, or even to the individual and professional history of the dancer«.
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What do we learn from jury disputes?
Analysing a dispute that occurred during the 2002 Olympic Games' ice dancing competition in Salt Lake City, Ramonich and Collinet (2010) note that »crisis situations give rise to modes of individual and institutional functioning which then come out in a more obvious way, whereas they would have remained implicit in the ordinary course of things« (Ramonich/Collinet 2010: 2) . The analysed dispute concerned the performances of a Russian couple who won the title over a Canadian couple (who skated without error) despite an obvious technical mistake. The media covered this controversial decision extensively. Five judges ranked the Russian couple first against four for the Canadian couple, and it was the French judge that tilted the verdict. She was later accused of having committed a judgment error and was suspected to have favoured the Russian couple to advantage French competitors in another trial.
Here again, we find the same tension between objective measurement and subjective evaluation. As we noted earlier, unlike in other sports where measur-ing instruments reliably quantify performance, judging ice dancing relies on a code »responding to an easily objectifiable all-or nothing-logic (an element either appears or does not) as well as an account of the quantified points (e. g., a given fault penalises so many points), but also on a subjective evaluation of an artistic dimension whose criteria remain general and are objectifiable only with difficulty« (Ramonich/Collinet 2010: 3) . While these judgment criteria »allow the intrusion of tacit norms and are questionable considering the sporting rules, they also allow for the creation of a space of claim that cannot be measured using a chronometer, for example« (ibid.: 3).
What about disputes pertaining to international classical music competition? We shall first examine a percussion competition as several candidates, having spoken with the jury's president, described it to us. After the eliminatory round, the jury's president admitted his dissatisfaction with the jury. He wished to meet personalities and, according to him, the jury was not interested in that. Disagreements arose during the eliminatory, but during the finals, agreement was easily reached. A candidate relates: »Anyhow, they will try to choose the candidate they consider most deserving; that is, the one who best meets the demands made of him: to respect the text, to respect the music, to show a certain technique, and then a certain level of quality, for example, by playing by heart, which is something that is expected today. […] There are maybe other criteria that I don't know. I will talk about the discussion I had with the jury's president. After the first trial, he said that he was furious about the jury's attitude; he wanted to find personalities, no matter how they performed strictly with the material they had. This is not what happened, according to him.« (Percussionist candidate 1)
Here, two types of criteria are contrasted: a technical criterion and a criterion that we could call ›authenticity or personality criteria‹. Even though technical criteria prevail at the eliminatory stage (while not reflective of any official rule, we observed this pattern at six international competitions), the jury's president did not agree with the importance given to this criterion, and believed that such emphasis overlooks personalities. At this point, a consensus is drawn from the candidates' average marks. After the eliminatory, in the same competition, juries tend to agree easily. Once the persons who don't have the expected technical level have been eliminated, the technical criteria become less important, making room for criteria such as ›self-giving‹, ›generosity‹ or ›musical experience‹:
»There was a guy surpassing all the competition. I have never seen that; no one has ever seen that, but he did not win. Technically, his performance was irreproachable, and it had never been seen before, but at the same time, he was only 20, and musically there was still so much missing. He didn't give anything to the audience, but he gave a lot to himself; he was missing the musical experience of someone of 27 or 28, who already has a musical background but who maybe misses more notes.
[…] Therefore, those who are very technical do not necessarily win. The person who won second prize ex aequo was less technically sound than the young one. It is also good to feel a certain fragility, not to be faced with a machine in front of you. The two musicians who won the second prizes both played really well, and in addition they are very strong musically.« (Percussionist candidate 2)
Another dispute occurred during the final of a piano competition. Three candidates were in the final, and the jury had to decide whether the winner of the competition would get a first prize or not.
11 It should be noted that, as previously mentioned, this was one of the rare occasions on which discussion among jurors was permitted. The discussion was subject to the competition director's supervision. The jury could not reach agreement, resulting in a four-against-four tie, and the jury's president, as professor of the winner, abstained from the vote. The jury esteemed that the three finalists' performances were not convincing. However, a first prize and a second prize were awarded, and the jury stated that all of the three candidates' performances throughout the competition, and not only in the final round, contributed to their evaluation. artistic dimension of evaluation implies difficulties in evaluative notation and the organization of performances into a hierarchy -a difficulty reinforced by the ice dancers' homogeneity and the necessity of a numbered ranking system. This tension between artistic evaluation and numeral measurement requires recourse to the performance's contextualisation, which may include the local (the competition itself) and the general (the constructed reputation) contexts. Our piano final is an example of a local contextualisation wherein the jury considered the finalists' performances from throughout the competition. We can also take into account a larger context than just the competition itself. The candidates' previously-acquired reputations may influence the jury's decisions, but to a lesser extent than in ice dancing competitions, as the musician's recruitment pool is larger, and music competitions are more numerous. Indeed, some elements from the candidates' interviews suggest strategizing that looks like lobbying. As is the case for ice dancers, there exists an ›active effort of self-promotion‹ and a construction of reputation 12 for the jury's benefit, as the following quote shows: »You want to try to pick [a competition] where the judges know you, where you have already made an impression on the judges before. So, for example, with these judges here, a couple of the judges really liked my playing, although I didn't advance to the first round.
[…] So I know who the judges are on whom I made a good impression, and I will look to see if they will be judges for the next competition.
[…] The world is relatively small, and as there are a select few judges in the world, they go around to different competitions, act as judges in all of these competitions, and remember who you are, and if you make a good impression once, it is easier to make a good impression a second time.« (Pianist candidate 1) One central question that factored into the jury's deliberation of the piano final was whether the winner would be able to pursue a successful career as a soloist. Criteria regarding the candidate's personality came under consideration, and may have factored into the jury's decision as to whether to give her a first prize.
»Does she have the stuff soloists are made of? This is a point we could talk about the whole night, but actually, we don't know. So we try to guess on what we perceive tonight, on this past week, on what we heard… Is it someone who can follow a career? That's the question we all ask ourselves.« (Competition director 1) Finally, everyone agrees that evaluation will take into account a comparison of the candidates' entire performances. The jurors might not feel that the winner deserves a first prize, but that the other finalists deserve a second prize anyway. In our piano competition case, the jury wanted to keep a distance between the winner and the two other finalists: »Should she receive a first prize or a second prize? In discussing this question, you realize that these are not the only things that count. To give a first prize or not has an implication on the musician's career, on the competition, and so on, but it also has an implication on the others, because if you don't give her a first prize, you don't give a second prize to the others, because it is necessary to keep a distance between them. For the others, who eventually received a second prize ex aequo, they would have had a third prize ex aequo, and that is not the same, not only from a financial viewpoint but also in terms of reputation.
[…] Thus, finally, for the others who were not convinced to give her a first prize, it was a good argument to say, ›If I don't give her a first prize, the others will not have a second prize‹, because they indisputably deserved a second prize.« (Competition director 1)
As we can see in those two examples, disputes pertaining to jury members allow us to analyze some aspects of the evaluation process since this process becomes more visible and is not confined to the ›black box‹ represented by the jury anymore. In our context, it tells us something about the distinction between technical criteria and criteria pertaining to the candidate's personality, as well as about the importance of performance contextualization for the jury, which may reduce uncertainty in the evaluation process.
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What does comparison teach us about music competitions' specificity?
Comparing international music competition evaluations with other evaluative forms allows us to better understand the tension between objective and subjective criteria in this context and to conjure various selection criteria at work during the evaluation process. First, there are rather formal technical criteria. Later in the competition, criteria such as musicality, personality, and authenticity are put forward and are developed in the interaction between the jury and candidates. The first two types of criteria pertain mainly to the candidate's know-how, but, as is the case in beauty competitions, other criteria pertaining to the candidate's personality, and more precisely his or her ›social know-how‹ (savoir-être) are also taken into account. In other words, and in our case: will this person be able to pursue a career as an international soloist?
The person who wins the competition must correspond to a given group because of certain characteristics common to the group, but he/she must also distinguish himself/herself with singular characteristics. When a candidate is successfully distinguished, that person appears to have been ›elected‹ by the competition. Therefore, the competition serves at least as much an elective as a selective function.
Considering the specificity of international music competition, we note that uncertainty dominates at each level. The competition director (with the artistic commission) does not know whether the jury will meet his expectations or not: will there be coalitions among the jury? Will they vote for their students? Will they use appropriate selection criteria? As for the jury members, they do not know if the candidates will meet their expectations. A certain number will succeed initially, sometimes only to fail during the next round of competition. This performance instability means that the most interesting candidate, artistically and musically, is not necessarily the ultimate winner. Finally, the candidates do not know the jury's expectations, and to their situation uncertainty is added performance uncertainty.
In our case, although we observed a concern for objectivizing experts' evaluation of technical performances, there is no evaluation table, no possibility of interaction between jurors, and definitely no transparency of results, as the marks individual jurors award candidates are never disclosed. Except for the deliberation over first prize in the discussed competition, jury members are never asked to explain or justify their choices. In this way, as the competition eliminates any possibility of real contestation, subjectivity is claimed as a final choice criterion, and the indeterminate tends to become determinant.
